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Abstract

Under what conditions do states implement their international agreements? While recent work

focuses on the formation and design of agreements, we know comparatively little about the fac-

tors that shape implementation. Yet, this issue is crucial for understanding how (or whether)

international agreements promote cooperation. In this paper, we explore how changes in do-

mestic political conditions shape implementation. We argue that international agreements are

implemented less fully in the wake of government turnover. New leaders are less willing to abide

by a previous government’s commitments, particularly when the ideological leanings of the chief

executive are different from the previous regime. Our argument therefore casts doubt on the

traditional view that leaders enter into international agreements to lock their preferred poli-

cies in place for future governments. Instead, changes in domestic leadership have perceptible

effects on international cooperation. We test this argument using data on around 300 prefer-

ential trade agreements (PTAs) since 1970. Ideological turnover is shown to have a negative

and statistically significant relationship with PTA implementation. Our results are robust to

a variety of model specifications, including attempts to correct for the non-random selection

process by which states sign PTAs in the first place. These findings have important implications

for our understanding of international cooperation: if states do not adhere to the commitments

that they negotiate, the bargaining stage of agreements may not have lasting consequences for

economic cooperation.
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1 Introduction

How do domestic politics shape the implementation of international agreements? Existing research

argues that international agreements tie politicians’ hands by delineating the boundaries of legally

permissable behavior. Through setting the rules of the game, formal agreements limit the menu of

policy options available to member states (Keohane, 1984; North and Weingast, 1989; North, 1990).

Crucially, these constraints are assumed to extend beyond an agreement’s original signatories.

According to many theories of cooperation, a core virtue of formal agreements is that they “lock

in” status quo policies, making it difficult for any future leaders to violate the contract (Martin,

2000; Moravcsik, 2000; Simmons, 2000, 2001). If this view is correct, then once an agreement

is signed, the durability of international cooperation should not be linked to individual leaders.

Instead, agreements ought to shape policy even when there are changes in the domestic political

climates of member states. Yet despite widespread interest in the politics of cooperation, few

studies directly test the assumption that agreements endure as governments change hands.

Much of the research on the domestic politics of interstate cooperation falls into one of two

camps: it looks either at the ways domestic politics shape agreement formation, or at the conse-

quences agreements have for member policy. In both cases, however, existing work largely overlooks

the intervening issue of agreement implementation. This omission has nontrivial implications for

the study of institutions. If states implement their IO commitments to varying degrees, it is not

enough to know simply that a country is a member of an agreement in order to explore that

agreement’s effect on cooperation. We must also know the extent to which that agreement is

implemented by member governments before we can reasonably anticipate any effects.

Understanding whether new governments fully implement the commitments made by their

predecessors deepens our understandings of when and how institutions matter, particularly in

light of concerns about implementation and compliance with IOs that have been raised in the

literature (Barnett and Finnemore, 1999; Mitchell and Hensel, 2007; Haftel, 2007). Examining the

effects of agreement membership on future governments’ behavior helps us understand agreements’

legacies past their initial date of entry into force. Although many studies argue that international

agreements produce durable commitments, few have investigated this claim systematically. The
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nature of those commitments is also assumed to be somewhat strict; many researchers assume that

simply staying in an organization or not disbanding an agreement is tantamount to international

cooperation. However, as the literature on compliance has noted,1 countries need not disband an

agreement altogether in order for cooperation to flag. Although formal exit from international

organizations is infrequent (Vabulas, 2014), new leaders may simply neglect or fail to act on the

previous governments international commitments if they are not a top priority. Thus, even though

an agreement may formally pervade across changes in government, it may not be implemented in

full.

This paper challenges the conventional view that IOs tie hands by focusing on how changes

in domestic leadership impact agreements that govern international trade. We argue that im-

plementation — defined here as trade at levels that would be predicted by countries’ economic

fundamentals — is less likely when political turnover results in a shift in member governments’

policy preferences, which we measure as changes in the ideological leanings of the chief executive.

When a new leader has a different ideological predisposition than the previous executive, we expect

that leader to distance the government from the status quo policy. The terms of economic agree-

ments reflect a distributional bargain that may help certain domestic constituents at the expense

of others. This bargain is likely to be viewed less favorably as a new leader, with a different set

of preferences, enters office. Thus, although new leaders may not formally abrogate international

commitments, they are likely to simply set it aside unimplemented.

Although this argument could apply to many types of policies, here we focus on preferential

trading agreements (PTAs). Nearly every country in the world has signed an economic cooperation

agreement with another state. These agreements cover the majority of world trade and include

countries at all levels of development, and in all regions of the world. As they are primarily

concerned with economic activity between countries, baseline PTA implementation is relatively

straightforward to measure, unlike other types of international agreements that might have aims

that are more difficult to define or measure.

We operationalize implementation as the residuals from a gravity model of trade between PTA

1See, for example, Underdal (1998), who argues that compliance is not binary; states may comply with some parts
of an agreement but not others, or meet some requirements only partially. See also Barnett and Solingen (2007);
Axline (1994); Allee and Scalera (2014); Colgan (2014).
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partners, which represent the degree of trade between countries that either meets, exceeds, or

falls below the level of trade that would be anticipated based on those countries’ geographic and

economic fundamentals. since we focus on agreements that specifically target trade barriers, if the

agreements were effectively implemented, we should see an increase in trade relative to the economic

and geographic fundamentals. Moreover, since the residuals are seen as proxies for barriers to

trade and political difficulties and we know that the barriers are lower under the agreement, we

can attribute negative residuals to a lack of political will. Thus, the residuals serve as a good proxy

for implementation agreement. We gather these data on roughly 160 countries from 1970-2010,

accounting for membership in around 300 PTAs.

Across our empirical tests, ideological turnover is associated with a significant persistence of

political barriers to trade — that is, protectionist practices tend to endure in the presence of

leadership turnover. We also look at how this effect varies over time. Moving policy from the

status quo does not happen immediately; we find that the relationship between turnover and

implementation is nonlinear, with the lowest ebb occuring several years after the executive office

changes hands. Our findings are robust to a variety of model specifications, including controls for

the various factors that might confound our inferences, as well as the potential for bias resulting

from non-random selection into leadership turnover. We take into account the processes that might

be driving both political turnover and agreement implementation simultaneously, and find that our

results endure.

These findings are consistent with studies that express skepticism about compliance with inter-

national agreements across a variety of issue areas (Underdal, 1998; Tallberg, 2002; Sanchez and

Urpelainen, 2014). Some scholars have claimed that states merely sign agreements that reflect

behavior that they might have engaged in, even in the agreement’s absence (Downs, Rocke and

Barsoom, 1996; Von Stein, 2005). Others have pointed out that many agreements, once signed,

languish at the ratification stage within signatory countries (Simmons and Danner, 2010; Haftel

and Thompson, 2013; Kelley and Pevehouse, 2014). Furthermore, although the definition of com-

pliance can vary not only within but also across agreements, recent studies have pointed to state

noncompliance in the areas of human rights (Conrad and Ritter, 2013; Lupu, 2013), financial regu-
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lation (Walter, 2008), and the environment (Bechtel and Tosun, 2009). Recent budget crises among

European Union members revealed that many states shirked their obligations to keep deficits be-

low the agreed to threshold (Walter, 2013). Torture and political repression persists among some

members of the United Nations Convention Against Torture and ratifiers of the Rome Statute of

the International Criminal Court (Chapman and Chaudoin, 2013).

In keeping with these themes, this paper shows that international agreements may not constrain

the behavior of future politicians. Once electoral turnover is taken into account, the dynamics of

international economic cooperation shift toward nonimplementation, as others have argued not just

for trade (McGillivray and Smith, 2004; Gowa and Hicks, 2014) and for other forms of international

activity, such as sanctions (McGillivray and Stam, 2005) and sovereign debt repayment (Dhillon

and Sjostrom, 2009). This is a less dramatic form of defection from international agreements than

outright abnegation, but it offers a more realistic picture of the powers of international agreements

to shape member-state behavior over time.

This paper proceeds as follows. The next section reviews the extant literature on international

commitments and leadership turnover, particularly as it applies to economic agreements. We lay out

our primary hypotheses as well as rival explanations. Section Three describes the operationalization

of the key concepts, including a new measure of agreement implementation: trade between dyads

that are at or different from what might be predicted at a baseline level given a set of countries’

geographic and economic fundamentals. This measure captures the political barriers to trade that

might exist even if an international agreement is present. Section Four examines the empirical

relationship between leadership turnover and agreement implementation. We find that leadership

turnover in one of the countries in a preferential trade agreement is associated with lower levels of

implementation of that agreement. We also show the effects of leadership turnover over time: as the

temporal distance from the previous regime grows, implementation becomes less likely. We then

subject our central finding to a variety of robustness checks, including the exclusion of influential

agreements and the measuring of selection processes into agreements. The final section concludes.
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2 International Agreements and Leadership Turnover

A central claim of the literature on international agreements is that they help lock in patterns of

behavior for future generations of politicians (Keohane, 1984; North and Weingast, 1989; North,

1990; Martin, 2000; Moravcsik, 2000; Simmons, 2000, 2001). By committing to an international

treaty, the argument goes, politicians must uphold the commitments delineated in international

agreements and are thus constrained in their behavior. An agreement that effectively ensures

cooperation at the international level ought to tie the hands of not just present, but also future

leaders. Forming commitments in the international arena insulates leaders from domestic pressures

to backslide or renege (Mansfield and Pevehouse, 2006).

Researchers frequently apply these theories to the area of economic cooperation. Many argue

that international trade agreements resolve the cooperation problems inherent in mutual liberaliza-

tion, preventing domestic interest groups from lobbying politicians to opt for protection (Grossman

and Helpman, 1995). However, these assumptions are rarely tested directly, despite appearing fre-

quently in the background of many arguments. For example, studies of PTAs often take the rigidity

of an agreement as evidence of its constraining behavior (Abbott and Snidal, 2000; Koremenos,

Lipson and Snidal, 2001); the more rigid an agreement, the more credible of a commitment it will

serve to future governments (Hicks and Kim, 2012; Baccini and Urpelainen, 2014; Johns, 2012).

The assumption of agreements as credible commitments underlies many of the central findings of

the cooperation-enhancing effects of PTAs, including reduced volatility (Mansfield and Reinhardt,

2008) and increased investment (Buthe and Milner, 2008). Some have also argued that the con-

straining effects of agreements prevent politicians from losing office (Mansfield and Milner, 2012;

Hollyer and Rosendorff, 2012).

However, other research points out that many economic agreements have a poor record of im-

plementation over the course of their existence, or at least a variable one (Eicher and Henn, 2008).

Haftel (2012), for example, finds a significant “implementation gap” among the economic organi-

zations that he surveys. Peinhardt and Allee (2012) find that PTAs do not have the investment

effects that one would presume from the provisions in those agreements. This broader implemen-

tation gap has been the subject of speculation in the studies of international organizations and
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compliance (Simmons, 2000) more generally.2

This pattern extends to the area of international economic agreements as well. Once the

leader who negotiates a PTA leaves office, those agreements may be actively set aside, or passively

ignored (Smith, 2009). Any trade agreement represents a bargain with provisions to offset economic

losses endured by a particular group, and politicians negotiate to insulate their supporters and

constituents from those losses (Grossman and Helpman, 1995). Thus, a distributive bargain that

worked for the signing regime may not be relevant to the constituents of a subsequent leader. Thus,

there are many potential political barriers to implementation that might magnify with leadership

turnover. Although executives cannot control the extent to which firms actually utilize agreements,

they can exercise authority over the broader regulatory environment in which firms operate, making

that environment more or less conducive to free trade.

Many have noted that leadership turnover impacts the international sphere in many different

arenas, including on UN voting (Dreher and Jensen, 2013; Smith, 2014) and the resolution of

WTO disputes (Bobick and Smith, 2013), as well as in international conflict (McGillivray and

Smith, 2003; Wolford, 2007; Saunders, 2011; Wolford, 2012; Horowitz and Stam, 2014). We argue

that this is especially true if a leader’s ideology diverges from that of the preceding executive.

Leaders’ ideologies fundamentally shape their policy preferences (Budge and Hofferbert, 1990;

Schmidt, 1996; Bergman et al., 2003). When a new leader comes to power after having toppled an

incumbent of a different ideology, he or she will not be invested in the policies of the previous ruling

party and is likely as well to have new constituents to appease. Rather than take the drastic step

of actually disbanding or exiting an agreement — an occurrence that is relatively rare (Vabulas,

2014) — executives may cave in to protectionist pressures in the form of nontariff barriers such as

subsidies, quotas, or laws and regulations that would impede the free flow of goods.3

In particular, existing work shows that ideology is an important predictor of whether a leader

supports free trade or protection (Nollen and Quinn, 1994; Milner and Tingley, 2011). Parties on

2On noncompliance in the EU, see Boerzel (2001, 2005); Jensen (2007), but for an opposing view, see Levitz
and Pop-Eleches (2010). On noncompliance in Asia, see Ravenhill (2008); Walter (2008); on Africa, see Bourename
(2002).

3For example, despite the presence of a PTA with Chile since 1999, the latter brought a WTO dispute that the
Mexican government unfairly categorized Chilean matches as hazardous. Such technical nuances in regulation are a
widespread form of nontariff barrier.
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the right are associated with preferences for laissez faire economics, limiting the role of government

in the marketplace. By extension, conservatives often hold a broad commitment to free trade.

Conversely, politicians on the left often support policies designed to correct for distributional

asymmetries, emphasizing the role governments must play in redistribution. Left-wing parties

tend to favor more protectionist policies as a result.

However, we argue that ideological turnover itself, regardless of whether that shift is more to

the right or the left, affects the implementation of international agreements. New leaders, if they

represent a change from the status quo, will seek to distance their policies from those of their

predecessor. Leadership change occurs non-randomly; it signals a shift in constituents’ underlying

preferences. As a result, a new leader has incentives to enact reforms that distance the current

government from the previous one. For example, in 2004 Mikheil Saakashvili took the office of the

president of the Republic of Georgia. He replaced Eduard Shevardnadze, a former Soviet minister

who had maintained close ties to Russia even after the breakup of the Soviet Union. Sheverdnadze

previously signed a free-trade agreement in Russia in 1994. However, even though Saakashvili had

a far more pro-market ideology than did his predecessor — he liberalized nearly every sector and

began an aggressive campaign for FDI — trade with Russia flagged, partially because Saakashvili

encouraged firms to establish economic ties to the west rather than the east. Thus, even though

Saakashvili had a more right-wing ideology than the former president, implementation of the FTA

with Russia stalled because of his attempts to distance himself from the policies of the former

regime.

We phrase this proposition as a testable hypothesis:

• H1 Turnover that results in a shift in the ideology in a member country’s executive is nega-

tively associated with the implementation of preferential trade agreements.

There are many mechanisms that might serve as the foundation for this proposed association.

For one, delays in ratification can be one means through which agreements fail to launch even

after the bargaining process is over (Haftel and Thompson, 2013). To illustrate, in his second

presidential term, the United States Trade Representative under George W. Bush negotiated PTAs

with Colombia, South Korea, and Panama. Once Barack Obama took office in 2008, representing a
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significant shift in the ideological leanings of the executive office, those agreements remained mired

in Congress for several years before they were eventually ratified, even though the legislatures in

the partner countries had already pushed the agreements through.4

Crucially, even if agreements have already made it through the ratification stage, political

turnover may mean that new governments simply ignore the agreements that are already in place.

For example, new leaders with varying ideologies have caused frequent trouble for Mercosur, a

proposed customs union among Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay and Uruguay. First conceived in 1985

by President Jose Sarney of Brazil, the bloc first hit trouble when the next Brazilian president,

Fernando Collor de Mello, became embroiled in charges of corruption that later lead to his impeach-

ment. Although de Mello was a committed free trader, his competing domestic troubles stalled

the implementation of Mercosur, although the other countries in the agreement continued to push

the agenda. The Uruguayan president at the time was quoted as saying, “The integration process

is happening between nations, not between political regimes or administrations. This process will

continue when I am no longer president and will continue when governments change.”5

Trade subsequently picked up among the countries after de Mello stepped down, but in 2001 the

Argentine financial crisis led to the election or appointment of several different presidents in quick

succession, all of whom claimed to reject the neoliberal policies of the previous administrations.

During that time period, trade within the bloc contracted and never picked back up, particularly

after the election in Argentina of the Kirchner family, who pursued statist policies. In Brazil, the

election of Luiz Lula da Silva brought with it a trade policy that looked more toward opportunities

outside, rather than within, the region. Mercosur was not disbanded, but Lula focused more on

exercising leadership at WTO negotiation rounds and forming new PTAs than he did on dealing

with implementation difficulties in Mercosur (Mahrenbach, 2013).6 Thus, even though the agree-

4While the agreements did eventually pass, our point is that the process was protracted precisely because of
Obama’s previous campaign pledges to the contrary. In addition, Obama was heavily criticized for what appeared
to be a reversal of his stance.

5“Brazil crisis no block to South American common market,” United Press International, August 27, 1992
6The ideological shift of Mercosur became even more pronounced when Hugo Chavez’s Venezuela joined the bloc

in 2012. This even went so far as to prompt many to view Mercosur as protectionist; in one article, the Financial
Times quoted an analyst as saying that member states’ “growing disenchantment” with the bloc would mean that
members would try “to find ways to bypass Mercosur so they can have different trade agreements. ... For each
country, Mercosur will just become less relevant. These agreements never die, they always linger.” Financial Times,
“Mercosur Views Pacific Alliance with Unease,” 1 April 2014.
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ment itself remained unchanged, its levels of implementation varied with the varying preferences

of leaders.

Another way that turnover can result in stalled agreement implementation is if the agreement

becomes subject to debate and opposition in the election. For example, a PTA between the US and

several Central American countries as well as Costa Rica (known as CAFTA-DR) was negotiated

in 2003 and signed by Costa Rica in 2004 (Urbatsch, 2013). The agreement, although it had been

been introduced for ratification into the Costa Rican legislature in 2005, became a controversial

issue in the 2006 presidential campaign. Subsequent elections resulted in a narrow victory for

Oscar Arias of the left-leaning National Liberation Party (PLN), which actually had supported the

agreement — but election was sufficiently close that the opposition party pushed for a referendum

in 2007, which only barely went through in favor of the agreement (Hicks, Milner and Tingley,

2014).

In sum, many implicitly assume that international agreements bind leaders into certain patterns

of behavior. Yet, it remains an empirical question whether leadership turnover in one of the

signatory countries has an effect on whether that agreement is actually implemented. Additionally,

there is reason to believe that international agreements may fall by the wayside if they do not

match the preferences or priorities of newly elected leaders. Rather than exit from the agreement

altogether, however, the agreement would simply not be implemented.

2.1 Alternative and Competing Explanations

Our central hypothesis cuts against much of the conventional wisdom about an important function

of IOs, which claims that international agreements are put in place to solve the time inconsistency

problems faced by politicians. The literature on rational design of agreements (Koremenos, Lipson

and Snidal, 2001) argues that deep agreements are more likely to be associated with higher levels

of cooperation, since countries would not have signed on to an agreement and bargained to produce

a deal that asked for levels of cooperation that exceeded their capabilities. If an agreement was

not going to be implemented, according to these theories, we would not even observe its existence.

Formal agreements specify rules that delineate the boundaries of legally permissable behavior. If
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international law has any independent effect on states, then these rules constrain the policy options

available to member governments. Thus, any finding that agreements remained unimplemented,

and that future leaders were unconstrained by international treaties, would stand in opposition to

these claims.

Similarly, recent work on the design of international agreements in PTAs (Rosendorff and

Milner, 2005; Hofmann and Kim, 2014; Dür, Baccini and Elsig, 2014) takes the presence of a deep

agreement as a sign of a credible commitment to a certain trajectory of behavior. During the

bargaining process, according to this line of thinking, states build their preferences for cooperation

into the PTA itself. Thus, a PTA that asked for high levels of commitment is often assumed to

offer a high degree of restraint on member state behavior. However, these arguments do not allow

for the possibility that more deep commitments may actually be more likely to be shrugged off by

incumbents. That is, if a PTA asks for a high level of commitment, new leaders might be more

likely to ignore all or part of the agreement if it does not match their preferences or priorities. Our

empirical analysis will investigate whether the design of agreements, particularly as it pertains to

the depth of an agreement, makes implementation more or less likely.

Our theory also stands somewhat in contrast to arguments that the signing of preferential

trade agreements helps leaders stay in office, either because voters favor the benefits brought by

free trade (Mansfield and Milner, 2012; Hollyer and Rosendorff, 2012) or by neutralizing domestic

opposition groups (Brown and Urpelainen, 2014). The implication of this argument in relation

to ours is that, if voters favored the economic gains brought on by free trade, they would reward

politicians for signing PTAs by casting votes in their direction. These arguments would predict

that voters and interest groups would actually prefer for PTAs to be implemented, and would

subsequently strike down leaders who failed to do so. This points to the potential for endogeneity

in the relationship that we describe. It could be the case that politicians who do not implement

PTAs perform poorly in terms of their obligations to voters more generally. Leadership turnover is

not randomly distributed; citizens may vote out leaders who fail to fulfill their commitments on a

variety of dimensions, or they may experience international pressure to do so (Marinov, 2005; Licht,

2010). Thus, the relationship between leader turnover and implementation could run the opposite
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way: poor implementation could be driven by the same underlying factors that simultaneously

promote leadership turnover. We investigate this possibility in the empirical portion of the paper.7

Other factors might condition the relationship we described. For example, executives have

differing impacts across political systems. They have more leverage in presidential systems than

in parliamentary systems (Lijphart, 1999), and significantly more leverage in autocratic regimes

(Cheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland, 2010). The types of coalitions necessary to enact change could

also mitigate the effect of leaders; their ability to affect policy will differ in majoritarian systems

than in proportional representation (Austen-Smith and Banks, 1988; Torsten Persson, 2005). Thus,

we might expect political turnover to have more of an impact on implementation conditional on

regime type and political system.

There are also many processes separate from political turnover that might lead to poor imple-

mentation of agreements. There might be factors that simultaneously drive political turnover as

well as poor implementation. Economic shocks or contractions of the economy, for example, would

be likely to both create voter dissatisfaction that might lead to incumbents being thrown out of

office and would simultaneously result in economic agreements not being implemented. If this were

the case, it would be necessary to first model the likelihood of political turnover in a given country

before examining turnover’s effect on the implementation of economic agreements. We will control

for all of these possibilities in the empirical analysis.

3 Operationalization and Data Analysis

To test our hypotheses, we gathered data on the leaders of countries in PTAs and on the trade

relations among members from the years 1970-2010. The data include roughly 300 agreements

formed over this period, involving 800 leaders across 160 countries.8 The sampled countries exhibit

7There is also some possibility that implementation is influenced by leaders’ nonrandom selection into agreements,
but those arguments would support agreements being implemented, not unimplemented. Concerns of selection bias
center on the idea that leaders only sign agreements that reflect the behavior that they would have engaged in even in
the absence of that agreement (Vreeland, 2003; Von Stein, 2005; Mitchell and Hensel, 2007). But this would predict
high, not low, compliance with agreements; the argument would not predict that leaders would sign agreements that
would not subsequently be implemented, since they would deliberately choose agreements that were in accordance
with their intentions. This is contrary to our empirical claim.

8The average tenure of these leaders is 5.8 years (SD: 7.11)
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wide variation regarding regime type and level of development.9 As a result, there is significant

diversity among the countries in the sample.

Since we are interested in the conditions under which states honor their PTA commitments, our

unit of analysis is country-PTA-year. This choice assumes that when new leaders come to office,

they will not necessarily renege on all of their international obligations indiscriminately. Instead,

there may be certain features of particular agreements that might make leaders more or less likely

to adhere to those commitments. Thus, there is one row for each country i, in PTA p, in year

t.10 Each country-PTA panel includes years starting from the year the agreement enters into force

until the disagreement dissolves, if ever.

Dependent Variable. Testing our hypotheses requires a measure of PTA implementation. Al-

though many PTAs have multiple provisions and broad scope that can cover non-economic arenas,

PTAs are at their core formed to boost trade (Foster, Poeschl and Stehrer, 2011). Research in

economics supports this assumption, finding that PTAs increase intra-agreement trade by as much

as 50 percent (Baier, Bergstrand and Feng, 2013).11

Relying simply on trade levels, however, does not provide a yardstick for measuring imple-

mentation at the political level. There are, of course, the problems of identifying any agreement’s

independent effect on trade, given the possibility of selection bias into agreements that reflect coun-

tries’ intended behavior even absent the agreement itself. But more importantly, we would need

to identify the components of economic exchange that are in the realm of political control. Trade

flows themselves reflect the utilization of an agreement by firms. But we need a measure of the

persistence of political impediments to trade that would be within the authority of politicians to

revoke.

9The average Polity score of the sample is 4.22 (SD: 6.44) and the average level of development is $12,292 per
capita (SD: $9,512).

10Our unit of analysis means that there are multiple observations per each country-year when country i is a member
of multiple PTAs.

11That said, the evidence on trade promotion is mixed, and not all agreements are equally beneficial. Moreover,
there are agreements that appear to be formed primarily for “political” reasons — e.g. the PTAs between the United
States and Bahrain, Oman, and Jordan. Given the lack of complementarities between these markets, it is more likely
that the US formed such PTAs to advance its foreign policy agenda. However, even in these cases, the promotion
of trade would strengthen the diplomatic ties between members, and is therefore a desirable outcome. Our point is
that this variation is shaped fundamentally by variation in members’ levels of implementation.
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Thus, we generate our dependent variable by taking the residuals from a standard gravity

model. The gravity model provides us with a prediction of the volume of trade a particular pair of

states ought to conduct, given their economic and geographic fundamentals as well as other ties.12

We cannot know whether a given amount of trade signals anything about implementation without

first knowing how much a set of countries ought to trade, given their economic and geographic

fundamentals and absent political barriers to trade. Subtracting that expectation from the observed

value — the residuals of the model — tells us whether a given pair of states is trading more or less

than it should. We run of a model of the following form:

Importsi,j,y = β0 + β1 ∗ lnGDPi,t + β2 ∗ lnGDPj,t + β3 ∗ lnIncomei,t + beta4 ∗ lnIncomej,t

+ β5 ∗ Common Languagei,t + β6 ∗Distancei,t + β7 ∗ Common Borderi,t

+αt + λi,j + µi,j,t

where αt represents year fixed effects, λi,t are dyad fixed effects, and µi,j,t is the error term. Note

that this model does not include a PTA membership variable. Instead, the gravity model predicts

how much states ought to be importing from one another, based on market size and geographic

distance as well as other similarities. The residuals from this model are calculated as the difference

between the observed trade flow Importsi,j,t and the model prediction. We rely on imports, rather

than total trade, because PTAs are defined as agreements that commit members to reciprocal

market concessions. Even if the depth of concessions is asymmetric, all countries promise some

level of tariff liberalization to one another. Importantly, these promises to liberalize are difficult to

keep; they are precisely what makes leaders less likely to honor their predecessors’ commitments.

Thus, imports would be the most politically sensitive portion of a country’s total trade.

Residuals from this model tell us whether a country is trading at, above, or below expectations

for trade, given their economic fundamentals. Residuals of zero would mean that a group of

countries traded exactly at the level of what their economic and geographic circumstances would

predict, even in the absence of an international agreement. Since it would be to countries’ benefit

12Some economists have criticized the gravity model for not reflecting as much trade as it should because of its
inability to capture certain unobserved variables (Trefler, 1995; Anderson and van Wincoop, 2003). However, it
remains the standard-bearer for estimating expected levels of trade.
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to trade if their fundamentals lined up properly, negative residuals are regarded as representing

political barriers to trade (Rose, 2002). Thus, negative residuals observed in countries that had

actually signed a PTA would indicate that they had not removed those political barriers. This

makes residuals a very lenient test for implementation; countries that have put an agreement in

place need only to trade at or above what their fundamentals would suggest.13

Due to the highly skewed nature of bilateral import flows, our outcome Importsi,j,t is logged in

the gravity model setup, and therefore our residuals are measured in terms of logged trade values.

The gravity model produces a residual for imports between dyads — that is, each pair of

countries i, j. However, we are interested in how changes in domestic leadership affect the imple-

mentation of a given PTA p. Therefore, we take the mean of each country i’s residuals with all

partners in a given PTA p, such that:

Implemenationi,p,t = Residualsi,j,t

where Implementationi,p,t is country i’s average logged residuals across the membership of a given

PTA.

There are alternatives to our measure of implementation. The most prominent is looking at

the policy reforms each leader enacts. Yet, those specific reforms only matter to the extent they

shape trade flows. The distributional outcome we care most about is actual trade, not the under-

lying policy environment per se. As a result, our measure of trade performance provides a useful

operationalization of PTA implementation.

Primary Independent Variables. Our core theory relates changes in the domestic political

climate to agreement implementation. We argue that when new leaders take office, they are likely

to neglect the commitments of the previous leader when that change is accompanied by a shift in

the leader’s ideological leanings.

Measuring ideology — or party platforms, more broadly — is not an easy task (Dinas and

13That said, this is not a perfect measure of implementation. Residuals from the gravity model might still capture
firms’ decision make in the presence of political risks, or policy and market changes that occurred outside of the
PTAs. We will control for all these components in our analysis.
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Gemenis, 2010; Lo, Slapin and Proksch, 2014). One of the principal challenges is applying any kind

of left-to-right spectrum across countries where the meanings of “left” and “right” vary (Benoit and

Laver, 2006). However, for our purposes, the variation we are interested in is within-country rather

than across countries, such that the cross-national validity of the ideology coding is less important

than internal consistency. We only need to know whether a given leader has a different political

position than the previous leader.14 Since we can assume that the leader codings are consistent

within country, these shifts should be accurately captured by most codings.

The most comprehensive data on ideology is reported in the Database of Political Institutions

(DPI). DPI offers a three-value coding, where a value of 1 represents right-wing ideology and a

value of 3 represents left-wing. Our core variable of interest is not a leader’s ideology, however, but

whether this has varied from one leader to the next. We code our indicator Ideology Shifti,t as a

dichotomous indicator of whether the ideology of the chief executive changed in year t. Note that

this measure varies over time. For example, when Labour leader Tony Blair replaces Conservative

John Major in 1997, Ideology Shifti,t is coded as 1 but it is coded as 0 for the duration of Blair’s

tenure.

We use additional variables to further isolate the independent effect of ideological shifts. Theo-

retically, we might expect that moves further to the right, on average, result in policies friendlier to

free trade. This stems from a broad association between right-wing ideologies and a commitment

to laissez-faire economics. We created a more restrictive measure Right −Wing Shifti,t, which

captures whether the ideological shift that took place coincided with a more right-wing leader tak-

ing office.

Control Variables and Rival Explanations As discussed in a previous section, a variety of

factors may confound our inferences if we failed to control for them. First, there are numerous

features of the domestic political landscape that could potentially effect agreement implementation.

To begin with, we want to establish that our mechanism is distinct from turnover generally. It is

possible that we would observe a blip in agreement implementation anytime the executive office

changes hands if the underlying mechanism is just the learning curve associated with new lead-

14This is distinct from whether leader i, t is more or less left-wing, for example, than leader j, t.
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ership. We therefore include a measure of whether there was Turnoveri,t in a given country-year.

This variable also captures the general economic conditions that might lead to voter dissatisfaction

in a country. If the economy suffered in a leader’s tenure, theories of economic voting would predict

that an incumbent is more likely to be overturned.

Moreover, one might reasonably argue that the amount of time that leaders have spent in office

affects their likelihood of honoring a country’s international commitments. Previous work has

shown that the duration of a leader’s tenure in office has effects in the international system.(Potter,

2007; Zeigler, Pierskalla and Mazumder, 2014) We include the logged number of days that a leader

has been in office to account for whether his or her Tenurei,t also shapes implementation.

We also control for other factors that might separately influence a country’s ability to imple-

ment the agreements of which it is a member. It is necessary to include these parameters in our

estimations to preclude omitted variable bias. For example, leaders might sign PTAs with every

intention of implementing them, but poor domestic infrastructure may not be at the levels neces-

sary to fulfill the terms of an international economic agreement.(Gray, 2014) We include a measure

of GDP Per Capitai,t to proxy not only for the overall level of development in a country but also

for the size of the market.

Additionally, others might argue that implementation may be driven not by the particular

leader in office but rather by the number of political constraints an executive faces; if the number

of veto players are high, there may be more opportunities for blocking any kind of implementa-

tion.(Tsebelis, 2002) In other words, the ability of new leaders to change policy from the status

quo may be conditioned by the structure of their surrounding political institutions. We include

the number of V eto P layersi,t in order to control for the relative ease with which leaders can

shape policy. Our information on veto players derives from Henisz’s Political Constraints data. It

should be noted, however, that a high number of veto players would more likely mean that a PTA

would not be signed in the first place (Mansfield, Milner and Pevehouse, 2007). That is, political

opposition would most likely be most obvious in the bargaining and signing stage and not at the

implementation stage.

Implementation may also be derailed if a country suffers from an economic shock. If a country is
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experiencing a financial crisis, particularly one that involves depreciation of its currency, imported

goods will be more expensive and trade may dry up even in the presence of a PTA. We include

a measure for Economic Shocksi,t by creating a binary variable with a value equal to 1 if in a

given year a country’s change in consumer prices exceeded a standard deviation of that country’s

average inflation rate, and 0 otherwise. We also include a measure of Democracy to control for the

frequency of turnover more generally and also to capture whether democracies are more likely to

uphold their commitments, either because of audience costs(Tomz, 2007) or because of domestic

political institutions (Leeds, 1999; Manger and Pickup, 2014). We take this measure from Cheibub,

Gandhi and Vreeland (2010).

Aside from domestic factors, the diplomatic relationship between country i and all its partners

in PTA p will affect implementation. We include a measure of whether country i has a formal

Alliancei,p,t with any of the members of the PTA. Entrenched security ties will reduce fears of

exploitation in the international system and ought to encourage economic cooperation.

The strength of the market ties among members also shapes incentives to implement a PTA. We

include a measure of Export Sharei,p,t, which measures the proportion of country i’s total global

exports conducted with the members of PTA p. Higher proportions of exports ought to mean

that the PTA is especially important to the domestic economy, increasing incentives to honor the

commitment. We also include a measure of market power, measured as GDP Sharei,p,t — the

amount of total PTA GDP accounted for by country i’s economy. This control serves a dual

purpose. It measures whether country i has a favorable bargaining position relative to its fellow

members and it proxies for the overall capacity of the other members. If values of GDP Sharei,p,t

are high, then the legal and bureaucratic capacity of country i is likely to significantly exceed the

rest of the membership.

Finally, we include two measures related to the agreement itself. Depth, as distinct from

rigidity, is a measure of the actual trade cooperation Depthi,p that a country agrees to enact in a

given PTA. PTAs that ask states to cut tariffs more drastically as well as to include cooperation

in trade-related measures such as investment, standards, procurement, intellectual property and

competition ought to generate the highest levels of political opposition from the broadest swath
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of groups at home. We utilize data provided by Baccini, et al. to control for the depth of an

agreement. We also include the length of time since the PTA was enacted (PTA Age[p, t]). Levels

of implementation are affected fundamentally by the length of time that governments have had to

adjust to their commitments, notwithstanding their willingness to do so.

Our models also include year fixed effects as well as country-PTA fixed effects to account for the

unobservable features of time and of specific agreements. In our robustness checks, we introduce a

number of other variables that we describe at greater length below.

4 Analysis and Results

The tests below examine the validity of our central hypothesis. The results in Table 1 show that

ideological turnover is associated with a significant decrease in implementation. This finding is

robust to a variety of model specifications and estimation techniques. The results also show that

deeper agreements are those that suffer the most from a change in leadership. While deep agree-

ments are sometimes to thought to better tie future leaders’ hands, we show that implementation

declines significantly under new leaders. Together, the results cast doubt on the idea that agree-

ments are credible commitments.

Baseline Estimates

Hypothesis 1 posits that a change in the ideological leanings of the chief executive results in reduced

implementation. Model 1 in Table 1 provides support for our predictions.15 To begin with, the

controls behave largely as expected. Alliance ties and higher numbers of veto players are both

associated with higher levels of implementation. The age of a PTA is also positively associated

with implementation, which is consistent with the expectation that, all else equal, countries need

time to overcome the costs of adjustment to their trade liberalizing commitments.

Our principal explanatory variable, Ideology Shifti,t, is significant and negatively signed, sug-

15All of the models reported include fixed effects (FEs) for each year t and for each country-PTA i, p. Testing
the collective significance of the year dummies shows that they are important to include (p < 0.001). Country-PTA
fixed effects help us control for unobserved features of the agreement itself, rather than simply including dummies
for each country. A Hausman test confirms that FEs are more appropriate than random effects (p < 0.001). The
standard errors are similarly clustered by country-PTA. These modeling decisions do not affect our results. The
baseline models are robust to using just country fixed effects. They are also robust to clustering on countries.
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gesting more political barriers to trade when there is a change in leadership. Substantively, the

model tells us that a change in ideology results in a 6 percentage point decrease in the residuals.

In other words, agreements perform less well when there is a shift in the ideology of the chief

executive, by six percentage points (the 95 percent confidence interval around this estimate ranges

from -.10 to -.01).16 This is significant even with the inclusion of a dummy variable for turnover

of any type. A change in ideology, not a change in leadership per se, has an independent effect on

implementation. In substantive terms, holding all other variables at their mean values, a change in

the ideology from the incumbent party to a new leader results in a drop in implementation of the

European Community’s agreement with Iceland (residuals at .04 on average) to its agreement with

Morocco (residuals at -.01 on average). It is also equivalent to the average levels of implementation

between Hungary’s Viktor Orban, a right-wing politician who enacted a program of widespread

economic liberalization in that country, and the subsequent leader Peter Medgessy of the socialist

party. Thus, the magnitude of the shift has real-world parallels that are of substantive significance.

Note that the direction of the shift is also associated with implementation. Our indicator of

whether the ideological shift signaled a move to the right is highly significant and positive, sug-

gesting that transitions toward more right-wing ideologies — typically associated with support for

freer trade — result in fuller implementation. This finding is consistent with expectations derived

from existing literature in comparative political economy and it gives us increased confidence in

our results. However, it is important to note that the inclusion of this measure does not wash

out the effect of Ideology Shifti,t entirely, suggesting that changes in ideology generally, not just

moves toward conservatism, shape implementation.

Effect of Leadership Transition Over Time

The estimation above gave an indication of the average effect across units. However, the

magnitude of the effect of leadership change on the likelihood of implementation might not be

linear. That is, we might anticipate that electoral turnover would have varying effect on agreement

16One should compare the substantive magnitude of these effects with those of other variables that are statistically
significant in the models. Holding all other variables at their means, moving GDP share from its minimum to
maximum value decreases implementation by -.27 (95 percent confidence interval between -.38 and -.17). The same
procedure for export share decreases implementation by -.056 (95 percent confidence interval between -.12 and .001).
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implementation across years. Changes to the status quo take time, and leaders may not be able to

distance policy from their predecessors immediately.

To address this issue, we look at how the effects of turnover vary in magnitude over the years

immediately following turnover. We calculate individual effects for each year following a turnover

that results in a shift of ideology, from the first year following through transition up to the fifth

year (the amount of time for a normal political business cycle). We do this by using leads for each

of the years in question. These models have the added benefit of controlling for concerns about

the exogeneity of the explanatory variables, further giving us confidence that our estimations are

not contaminated by the problems common to pooled panel analysis.

Table 2 shows these results. As anticipated, the largest effects are visible in the second and

third years after a new leader take office. However, this effect begins to decay over time. Figure

1 displays these effects graphically. This indicates that leadership transition poses the biggest risk

to implementation in the few years following a leadership transition. After five years, the effect of

any one leadership transition may be mitigated by other factors or even supplanted by a different

leadership transition that would have its own effects. These estimations demonstrate that although

there is a slight delay to move from the status quo, implementation of PTAs drops in the years

closest to a leadership transition, once a leader has had time to reform trade policies, and once

those policies have had time to shape market outcomes.

4.1 Robustness Checks

We now explore the robustness of our baseline result. To begin with, both for robustness and

for ease of interpretation, we directly estimate a gravity equation from a full sample of trade

between dyads, from 1970 to 2010. This full sample includes observations between countries that

were not members of a particular PTA; thus, the unit of analysis here moves from a monadic one

— country/agreement/year — to dyadic. We include in our estimations a variable if the dyads

were in a PTA, along with variables capturing whether one of the countries experienced leadership

turnover, ideology shift, or a shift to a more conservative government. We then include interactions
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between the presence of a PTA and all three operationalizations of political change. Using the full

sample of countries allows us to observe directly the effects of PTAs on trade; of leadership change

on trade; and then the added effect of both a PTA and leadership turnover. This allows the effect

of the PTA to vary by leadership change. Table 3 shows these results.

The significance level on the interaction coefficients are difficult to interpret, because they

represent whether the difference between both components — the presence of a PTA as well as

leadership turnover — is equal to 0. Thus, although these models show that only the switch to a

more conservative leader is statistically significant, the F-tests listed below the model results then

test whether the interaction is different from each component separately. A significance test implies

that there is a difference between the two coefficients. Because the F tests show significance, this

indicates that an ideology shift in the presence of a PTA has a significantly smaller effect on trade

than a PTA without an ideology shift. There is no difference if there is an ideology shift with a

PTA or without. This confirms the baseline results in our initial table.

Durability of Baseline Models

Our next robustness check takes into account the possibility that leadership turnover is non-

random: if there exists a generally poor economic climate, that might lead to both low levels of

agreement implementation and higher probabilities of leadership turnover. Table 4 addresses this

concern by using a two-stage model, in which the first stage estimates the probability of leadership

turnover and then the second stage includes that probability into our baseline analysis. Selection

models depend on having variables in the first stage that are likely to predict the dependent variable

in the first stage (domestic political change) but are uncorrelated with the outcome in the second

stage (PTA implementation). We model the likelihood of turnover using the presence of term limits

in a country, the term remaining in a leader’s tenure, and economic growth in a country. Although

those variables might be linked to turnover as well as to PTA implementation, they are necessary

to fully specify the turnover process. Additionally, we also include variables that measure whether

the year in question is an election year (taken from Hyde and Marinov (2014)), and whether the

previous leader died a natural death while in office. These variables ought to predict turnover and

an ideological shift while being unrelated to PTA implementation. The Kleibergen-Paap rk Wald
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F statistic for the test of weak identification falls outside the standard critical values, meaning that

concerns of weak instrument bias are alleviated.

The models in Table 4 show these results. The ρ parameter models the correlation of the

residuals from the first-stage estimation with those of the second stage; if ρ is significant, it indicates

that there remains unmodeled but co-trending processes in both the outcome variable and the

variable of interest. Because ρ is insignificant, this concern can be alleviated. Additionally, the

two-stage estimation leaves our original result intact: the effect on implementation of an ideology

shift remains negative and statistically significant. While this does not fully solve the identification

problem, it indicates that once we model the processes that drive turnover, PTA implementation

still drops in the presence of an electoral shift.

Next, we split our sample by regime type. While Model 1 controls for whether a state is a

democracy, it is likely that our theory operates most effectively when leaders are beholden to a

wider constituency. The first two columns of Table 5 report the estimates when splitting the sample

— Model 13 for democracies, Model 14 for autocracies. They show that our baseline results are

indeed confined to democratic regimes, which also constitute the vast majority of our sample.17

We also restricted on EU membership (Table 5). Leaders in each EU member state will vary

in their willingness to implement, yet the EU enters into PTAs as a coherent unit. This raises

questions about the discretion that individual leaders have in abiding by the larger organization’s

commitments. We reran Model 1 excluding the EU and find results consistent with the baseline

estimates (Model 15). We then reran Model 1 only on a sample of EU states and fail to find a

significant association between ideological turnover and implementation (Model 16). This is likely

because of precisely the issue we raise: individual member states in the EU have certain policies

imposed on them, and therefore the hands-tying mechanism appears to work better under a regional

organization.

Beyond these sampling restrictions, we included a number of additional variables for potentially

confounding factors not soaked up by the fixed effects. One of these is the form of the executive.

Whether a government is a presidential or parliamentary system likely conditions the effect of ideo-

17Splitting the sample roughly approximates interacting Ideology Shifti,t with regime type. However, we also
introduced an interaction to our baseline model and found it to be highly insignificant statistically and substantively.
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logical turnover. Executives have more sway in presidential systems than they do in parliamentary

systems(Lijphart, 1999) and would more likely be able to enact policy that would hinder or help

trade. In Model 11 (Table 6) we interact Ideological Shifti,t with a dichotomous indicator of

whether a country has a presidential system. The results show that presidential systems are more

likely to implement their commitments to free trade than are their parliamentarian counterparts.

Next, we included measures of each country’s recent history (if any) of democratization. Many

have argued that democracies both make international commitments more readily and honor those

commitments more reliably than do autocracies. Table 7 reports models with controls for the one-,

five-, and 10-year changes in each country’s Polity score. The results are broadly consistent across

these estimations, with only the five-year change narrowly missing conventional levels of statistical

significance. Generally, it appears as though a country’s transition toward democracy, when it

occurs, does not confound our core result.

Table 8 investigates the possibility raised by the rational design literature: the idea that imple-

mentation of agreements would be conditioned by agreement design. These arguments would likely

predict that deep agreements will be more effective at constraining political behavior, irrespective

of ideological turnover. We raised the possibility, by contrast, that deep agreements might actu-

ally be more likely to be passed over by new leaders, since those agreements might be especially

burdensome. Table 8 bears out this argument. On its own, the variable for agreement design

does not have statistically significant effects on implementation. However, an interaction between

an electoral ideological shift and deep commitments has negative effects on implementation that

are statistically significant. That is, the deeper the agreement, the more likely that an ideological

change is likely to lead to lower implementation.

In additional tests omitted for space, we included additional measures of diplomatic ties, in-

cluding whether there was an ongoing militarized dispute between any of the PTA members and

a measure of voting affinity in the United Nations General Assembly. We also looked at different

features of domestic political institutions in each country, including whether there are term limits

and the length of time that the chief executives party has been in office. The inclusion of these

controls did not effect the substantive interpretation of the baseline model.
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5 Conclusion

International agreements are intended to be between countries, not leaders. The fundamental

assumption behind the logic of agreements as credible commitments is that formal agreements

transcend the electoral fates of the politicians who signed them originally. Indeed, the idea that

agreements have legacies — that is to say, an agreement’s influence extends beyond the tenure of

the current leader — is precisely why states may want to formalize the rules of interstate relations.

A formal contract should insulate states from changes in their partners’ domestic political climates.

However, we have demonstrated that these assumptions bear revisiting. An election that results

in an ideological shift is associated with low levels of implementation of international economic

agreements.

The conditions under which states form PTAs, and how those PTAs are designed, are now

reasonably well understood. However, our understanding of membership’s effects over time is

less complete. In our view, this stems from a failure to appreciate the significant variation in

implementation across agreements. PTAs must first be implemented in order for us to make any

claims about their perceptible effects on policy. This paper helps specify some of the conditions

under which implementation is more or less likely. Our results show that agreements tend to under-

perform in the wake of leadership turnover and ideological shift. Our results show that treaties do

not have monolithic effects; rather, the preferences of leaders — and of their underlying domestic

constituents — condition the effectiveness of PTAs.

This offers a more complete picture to the literature on international agreements as credible

commitments. Our focus on the consequences of changes in domestic leadership on implementation

helps explain why, although very few agreements are formally discarded, leaders do not always

enact those agreements. Previous investigations of the effects of IOs on cooperation focus mainly

on factors in the interstate system — highlighting the role played by international reputation, for

example — or they focus on features of the contract itself. Our argument, however, emphasizes the

importance of domestic politics in understanding the cooperative effects over time of international

agreements. It shows that the force of international law cannot be divorced from an understanding

of the domestic political shifts that could shape the implementation of agreements. While we do
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not deny the importance of institutional design or interstate politics, we focus chiefly on member

governments — the actor ultimately responsible for whether an agreement works in practice — as

agents of agreement effectiveness.

Our finding has broad implications for the study of international cooperation. Many studies

have lauded the proliferation of international agreements as a sign that states are increasingly

willing to defer to international rules. This may be true for the leader who initially signs the

agreement. However, we show that subsequent leaders are able to let those agreements slide,

even if they do not exit from them formally. This finding casts doubt on the claims about the

constraining nature of international agreements over time. Or, at a minimum, it highlights the

fundamental importance of domestic politics. The performance of international agreements must

be understood in light of domestic political processes. We have offered one cut at that story here,

showing that turnover in leaders’ preferences leads to less implementation.

The evidence also highlights a particular form of time inconsistency problem — one that raises

important questions about institutional design. Previous work emphasizes how economic shocks

and other forms of uncertainty about the future state of the world can endanger lasting economic

cooperation. Related work argues that PTAs can be designed to cope with this uncertainty. For

example, safeguards clauses allow members to erect temporary barriers to market entry. However,

designing agreements around changes in the preferences of the member governments is much more

vexing. Flexibility provisions, which are typically thought to strengthen agreements by allowing

escape during hard times, are an insufficient solution if the problem is that member states do

not want to implement the agreement in the first place. This raises concerns about the ability of

agreement design to ensure cooperation even in the event of domestic shocks; leaders may be more

likely to simply set an agreement aside than to make explicit use of its designed provision.

These findings also give rise to other questions about the signing of PTAs that have yet to

be empirically explored. If new leaders are less likely to implement agreements, we might expect

potential PTA partners to be reluctant to forge agreements in the run-up to elections. Other

work, however, has argued that PTAs improve leaders’ electoral prospects (Mansfield and Milner,

2012; Hollyer and Rosendorff, 2012), which would then lead to an expectation that leaders under
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threat might actually favor signing more PTAs. This proposition would need to be thoroughly

investigated in future research.

Future research should examine more closely how states can create more durable agreements.

Many have focused on the design of the agreements as critical in ensuring cooperation over time.

Our findings, however, demonstrate that deep agreements do not necessarily bind new genera-

tions of leaders to those commitments. It is worth investigating the conditions under which the

terms of international agreements endure over time, irrespective of who is in office. Moreover, a

closer look at governments’ preferences, and how those preferences change with domestic political

turnover, provides a more thorough understanding of the interaction between domestic politics and

international commitments.
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Table 1: Baseline Estimation

(1)
VARIABLES Impli,p,t

Ideology Shifti,t -0.050*
(0.021)

Right− wing Shifti,t 0.089**
(0.027)

Turnoveri,t -0.007
(0.021)

Tenurei,t 0.018*
(0.009)

Depthp -0.050
(0.164)

GDP Sharei,p,t 22.802**
(7.480)

GDP PerCapitai,t 0.004
(0.174)

Democracyi,t 0.152
(0.102)

V eto P layersi,t -0.048
(0.117)

Alliancei,p,t 0.199**
(0.061)

Export Sharei,p,t -0.577**
(0.211)

Economic Shocki,t -0.039
(0.029)

PTA Agep,t 0.027**
(0.010)

Constant -11.341**
(3.440)

Observations 16,175
Number of state pta 1,525
Clustered standard errors in parentheses, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table 2: Dynamics Over Time, Following a Leadership Transition

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
VARIABLE First Year Second Year Third Year Fourth Year Fifth Year

Ideology -0.036* -0.070*** -0.093*** -0.087*** -0.046*
Shifti,t (0.022) (0.024) (0.025) (0.028) (0.025)
Right− wing 0.025 0.069** 0.081*** 0.090*** 0.013
Shifti,t (0.030) (0.029) (0.029) (0.032) (0.031)
Turnoveri,t -0.028 0.011 0.009 0.022 -0.008

(0.023) (0.025) (0.025) (0.029) (0.029)
Tenurei,t 0.002 0.005 0.002 -0.000 -0.007

(0.009) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011)
Depthp 0.037 0.025 0.078 0.014 -0.111

(0.149) (0.150) (0.176) (0.188) (0.222)
GDP Sharei,p,t 15.443** 17.046** 18.395*** 21.197*** 25.467***

(7.706) (7.683) (6.880) (7.934) (7.849)
GDP PerCapitai,t 0.011 -0.098 -0.226 -0.325* -0.440**

(0.189) (0.184) (0.196) (0.194) (0.203)
Democracyi,t 0.120 0.151 0.155* 0.150* 0.149*

(0.105) (0.100) (0.094) (0.089) (0.085)
V eto P layersi,t 0.017 0.039 -0.016 0.009 -0.002

(0.111) (0.107) (0.104) (0.108) (0.111)
Alliancei,p,t 0.147** 0.094 0.143** 0.038 -0.028

(0.064) (0.058) (0.056) (0.074) (0.126)
Export Sharei,p,t -0.678** -0.492* -0.384 -0.309* -0.276

(0.271) (0.278) (0.235) (0.183) (0.255)
Economic Shocki,t -0.035 -0.044 -0.037 -0.046* -0.040

(0.029) (0.028) (0.031) (0.027) (0.032)
PTA Agep,t 0.029*** 0.030*** 0.031*** 0.033*** 0.031**

(0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.012) (0.015)

Observations 14819 13474 12210 11033 9922
Log-likelihood -11187.83 -10092.25 -8916.05 -7911.09 -7066.55

Clustered standard errors in parentheses, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table 3: Dyadic Gravity Model

(7) (8) (9) (10)
VARIABLES LnImpi,j,t LnImpi,j,t LnImpi,j,t LnImpi,j,t

GDPi,t 1.36*** 1.36*** 0.93*** 1.36***
(0.11) (0.11) (0.06) (0.11)

Avg. GDPi,t 0.08 0.07 0.19*** 0.08
of PTA partnersi,t (0.09) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09)
Per capita incomei,t -0.25** -0.25** -0.03 -0.25**

(0.11) (0.11) (0.06) (0.11)
Avg. Per capita income 1.30*** 1.31*** 1.04*** 1.31***
of PTA partnersi,t (0.09) (0.08) (0.06) (0.09)
Proportion of GATT dyads 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.11*** 0.10***
in PTAi,t (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
PTAi,t 0.41*** 0.41*** 0.40*** 0.40***

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Turnoveri,t -0.08

(0.07)
More 0.08**
Conservativei,t (0.04)
Ideology -0.20 -0.07
Shifti,t (0.14) (0.11)
PTAX 0.06 -0.04
Ideology Shifti,t (0.14) (0.11)
Turnoveri,t -0.08

(0.05)
PTAX 0.06
Turnoveri,t (0.11)
More -0.43*
Conservativei,t (0.11)
PTAX 0.40*
Conservativei,t (0.24)
Constant -28.68*** -28.45*** -20.21*** -28.66***

(2.64) (2.63) (1.69) (2.64)

N 282,991 283,603 458,374 282,991
Fdiff 5.46 14.25 8.83 0.00
pdiff 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.98
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Table 4: Selection Model

(11) (12)
Outcome Selection Outcome Selection

VARIABLES Impli,p,t Turnoveri,t Impli,p,t Turnoveri,t

Ideology Shifti,t -0.075** -0.076*
(0.027) (0.027)

Right− wing Shifti,t 0.118** 0.119**
(0.031) (0.031)

Tenurei,t 0.018 -0.658** 0.007 -0.656**
(0.023) (0.016) (0.021) (0.015)

Depthp 0.129** 0.013**
(0.018) (0.018)

GDP Sharei,p,t -1.221 -1.214
(0.708) (0.708)

GDP PerCapitai,t -0.077** -0.076**
(0.015) (0.015)

Democracyi,t 0.240** 0.242**
(0.058) (0.058)

V eto P layersi,t 0.015 1.961** 0.046 1.941**
(0.125) (0.107) (0.121) (0.107)

Alliancei,p,t 0.084* 0.085*
(0.036) (0.035)

Export Sharei,p,t -0.111 -0.111
(0.071) (0.071)

Economic Shocki,t -0.071 -0.070
(0.050) (0.050)

PTA Agep,t 0.010** 0.010**
(0.002) (0.002)

Term Limitsi,t 0.001* 0.001*
(0.000) (0.000)

Y ears Remainingi,t 0.001** 0.001**
(0.000) (0.000)

GDP Growthi,t -0.035** -0.037**
(0.003) (0.003)

Leader Natural Deathi,t 0.53***
(.156)

Election Y eari,t 0.30***
(.003) )

Constant 0.948** 4.334** 0.985* 4.269**
(0.320) (0.141) (0.316) (.141)

Wald Test 0.08 0.74
Observations 4,123 19,281 4,123 19,281

Clustered standard errors in parentheses, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table 5: Sampling Restrictions

(13) (14) (14) (16)
VARIABLES Impli,p,t Impli,p,t Impli,p,t Impli,p,t

Democracy Autocracy Non-EU EU

Ideology Shifti,t -0.047* -0.049 -0.074* -0.005
(0.020) (0.096) (0.032) (0.026)

Right− wing Shifti,t 0.074** 0.209 0.114** 0.035
(0.027) (0.181) (0.043) (0.034)

Turnoveri,t -0.001 -0.100 -0.052 -0.020
(0.020) (0.083) (0.034) (0.028)

Tenurei,t 0.017* 0.003 -0.007 0.009
(0.008) (0.049) (0.018) (0.010)

Depthp -0.007 -0.192 0.133 -0.164
(0.186) (0.179) (0.185) (0.210)

GDP Sharei,p,t 29.408** 18.824 9.537 32.359*
(8.592) (15.362) (9.074) (14.721)

GDP PerCapitai,t -0.017 0.584 -0.092 0.103
(0.215) (0.306) (0.177) (0.390)

Democracyi,t 0.002 -0.042 0.189
(0.093) (0.166) (0.103)

V eto P layersi,t 0.139 -0.230 -0.442* 0.279
(0.105) (0.373) (0.181) (0.144)

Alliancei,p,t 0.234** 0.414 0.071 0.330**
(0.058) (0.276) (0.112) (0.063)

Export Sharei,p,t -0.438** -0.926* -0.803** 1.013
(0.154) (0.468) (0.229) (0.585)

Economic Shocki,t 0.019 -0.166** -0.069* 0.136
(0.031) (0.054) (0.029) (0.075)

PTA Agep,t 0.034** -0.024 0.040 0.023
(0.011) (0.071) (0.021) (0.016)

Constant -14.482** -13.100 -2.987 -18.047**
(3.893) (7.119) (4.449) (6.135)

Observations 14,682 1,493 6,190 9,985
Number of state pta 1,439 169 641 915

Clustered standard errors in parentheses, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table 6: Form of Government: Presidential vs. Parliamentary Systems

(17)
VARIABLES Impli,p,t

Ideology Shifti,t -0.041
(0.021)

Presidentiali,t 0.626**
(0.197)

Presi,t ∗ Ideo Shifti,t -0.071*
(0.031)

Right− wing Shifti,t 0.082**
(0.027)

Turnoveri,t -0.009
(0.020)

Tenurei,t 0.015
(0.008)

Depthp -0.046
(0.164)

GDP Sharei,p,t 21.978**
(7.644)

GDP PerCapitai,t 0.059
(0.174)

Democracyi,t 0.047
(0.098)

V eto P layersi,t -0.020
(0.116)

Alliancei,p,t 0.199**
(0.062)

Export Sharei,p,t -0.565**
(0.211)

Economic Shocki,t -0.037
(0.028)

PTA Agep,t 0.026**
(0.010)

Constant -11.379**
(3.499)

Observations 16,175
Number of state pta 1,525

Clustered standard errors in parentheses, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

41



Table 7: Regime Change

(18) (19) (20)
VARIABLES Impli,p,t Impli,p,t Impli,p,t

Ideology Shifti,t -0.049* -0.035 -0.049*
(0.021) (0.020) (0.021)

Right− wing Shifti,t 0.091** 0.074** 0.087**
(0.027) (0.027) (0.029)

Turnoveri,t -0.009 -0.014 -0.005
(0.021) (0.021) (0.022)

Tenurei,t 0.016 0.013 0.017
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Depthp -0.055 -0.045 -0.109
(0.165) (0.166) (0.175)

GDP Sharei,p,t 23.314** 23.677** 28.570**
(7.743) (7.903) (8.309)

GDP PerCapitai,t 0.017 0.037 -0.099
(0.178) (0.176) (0.190)

V eto P layersi,t -0.012 0.018 -0.018
(0.124) (0.124) (0.124)

Alliancei,p,t 0.190** 0.195** 0.197**
(0.061) (0.059) (0.066)

Export Sharei,p,t -0.587** -0.592** -0.685**
(0.211) (0.211) (0.216)

Economic Shocki,t -0.040 -0.041 -0.055
(0.030) (0.030) (0.031)

PTA Agep,t 0.028** 0.028** 0.037**
(0.010) (0.010) (0.011)

Democracy Change 1yri,t -0.009
(0.005)

Democracy Change 5yri,t -0.011*
(0.005)

Democracy Change 10yri,t -0.012**
(0.004)

Constant -11.671** -12.406** -13.767**
(3.584) (3.755) (3.990)

Observations 16,038 15,781 14,437
Number of state pta 1,521 1,501 1,395

Clustered standard errors in parentheses, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table 8: Agreement Design

(21)
VARIABLES Impli,p,t

Ideology Shifti,t -0.044*
(0.021)

Depthp -0.049
(0.165)

Depthp ∗ Ideo Shifti,p,t -0.050**
(0.012)

Right− wing Shifti,t 0.081**
(0.027)

Turnoveri,t -0.004
(0.020)

Tenurei,t 0.018*
(0.009)

GDP Sharei,p,t 23.757**
(7.619)

GDP PerCapitai,t 0.011
(0.176)

V eto P layersi,t -0.013
(0.122)

Alliancei,p,t 0.189**
(0.061)

Export Sharei,p,t -0.575**
(0.212)

Economic Shocki,t -0.043
(0.030)

PTA Agep,t 0.028**
(0.010)

Constant -11.812**
(3.503)

Observations 16,175
Number of state pta 1,525
R-squared 0.082

Clustered standard errors in parentheses, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Figure 1: Effects in Years Following Political Turnover
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